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Executive Summary
Each. ~ ~m~ is drenched with liter-ally hundreds of mililons of pounds of cherni-
cals applied re o~ crops, to our soil and ~’ater, and to ore" homes, schools and work-
plac.~. Many of r2aese materials are toxic, and thdr use is increasing each year.

Many Californians believe that environmental protection and sustainable agriculture are
alive and well in the Golden State. However, the state’s own. da..ta indicate that Califor-
nia is moving in the wrong direction, toward increasing use of and ~ependence on toxic
materials. Rather than learning re live in harmony with
nature, the data instead show that C.alifomians are en-
ḡaged in roudne, massive and increasing use ofroxic
chemicals over vast areas of the state.                        . .      F’hgun: A: Pesticide use in California

" . . . increased 31% berweer~ 1991 & 1995
California uses 25% of all U.$.
pesticides ., . .,-. . ".
One-fourth of all pesticides used in the United States are¯ . :

~.              zoo
applied in California. Looked at another way, more than .’: -
6.5 pounds of pesdcidal active ingredients are used per mr+ ~_
person each year in California, more than double the ha- "

tional rate of 3.I pounds per c~pi~ -.
.

"’~~    ~o ’.

Pesticide use in California is ~ r~ "
increasing
Reported pesticide~tse in California increased 31% be- ~ 100
tween 1991 and 1995, from 161 "re 212 million pounds of
active ingredient (Ft~tre A). ApproximateJy 90% of all re-.
ported pesticide use occurs in production agriculture, and 0

agricultural pesticide use increased 37% between 1991
and 1995.

The increases in use were not due to increases in planted F’tgure B: Intensity of agricultural pesticide
acreage. Statewide, acreage h~s remained constant during use increased B5% between 1991 & 1995
this dine period. Instead, the !ntensity of pesticide use in-.
creased 35%, from an average.of 18 to nearly 25 pounds
per harvested acre (Figure B).

Use of the most toxic pesticides ii~ "~
increasing    _                       ,
, ¯ Use orthe moit toxi~ pesticides rose dramatically be-

!rig pesdcides m~e 129%, to more than 2~ million
~_~ ~

.- ..
pounds, and .now accounts fo.r 11% of total pesticide

"6 ~ ’.use in the state. ":: ~,’~
¯ Use of acutely toxic nerve poisons rose 5296, to alm0~ i            SL ~’"::’" "

nine million pounds. " ’~ " ’ -q ~ ’
’" . ’ . :.,,: ":

+. , . + ~’:.’+, i ¯ .+ " . ¯
¯ . . "2.-:%.
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¯Use of Restricted Use Pesticides--those shown in practical experience in the real
world to cause injury to people, crops and the environment--increased ~i%, to 48
million pounds in 1995.
T̄he total volume of carcinogens, reproductive hazards, endocrine disruptors, Cat-
egory I highly acute systemic poisons, Category II nerve toxins and Restricted Use
Pesticides increased 32% between 1991 and 1995, and now comprise’72
pounds, or 34% of totll reported pesticide use in the state.

Strawberries and grapes receive the most pesticides           -.
Pesticides are applied much more heavily on-some crops than others.

¯California strawberries ire grown on only about 23,000 acres~ yet farmers use over
seven million pounds of pesticides on the crop each year. Strawberries a~ the most
intensively trea~ed crop in the state, receiving an average of over 300 pounds ofpes-
tidde active in.gredient per acre. per yean                                 ,"

"’ ¯ Of all crops in the state, the highest volum~ ofpestiddes was applied to. grapes: 59°.’ ’ .. ’"
million pounds in 1995. Most (49 million pounds) of this marerh1was sulfur;, al-
though sulfixr is not a sy~emic poison, it is acutely irritating to the skin and eyes
and is responsible for the highest number of reported worker injuries in Caiifornia~̄ .-"

Pesticide use is heavy in many areas of the state     :          .
Eight adjacent counties in the San Joaquin Valley, where intensive fa~ning is a primary :
land use, account for 60% of reported pesticide use in the state. Heavy pesticide use"
also occum in California’s other major agricultua’al areas: the Central Coast (Monterey,.
Santa Barbara arid Venrura Counties), the Sour.hem Deserts (Riverside and Imperial
Counties), the North Coast wine counn’y (Napa and.Sonoma Counties), and th’e Sacra-

mento Valley (Sacramento, Burke, Sutter, Yolo and
Colusa Counties). In addition, there is a large but un-

Figure C: Use of the most toxic" reported use of pesticides in homes and gardens.

pesticides increased dramatically The public supports reduced use
of pesticides

, c.~i~ (~, zn,~) There is strong public support for redudng pesticide
use. Numerous independent sui-veys reveal strong con-
sumer concern about pesticide residues on food. In ad-
dition to polling results, consumers are =voting with

¯ their pocketbook£ on these issues. Sixty perc£nt of ’

Californians purchase organic food at least *some- ,.

..
20% annually.

State government is not
addressing the problem           .::..

0 rides, research into and implementation ofalternativ.i~,.""
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ and an informed public with ac~ss to information -:-~-"
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abou~ pestidde use. Unfortunately, the Depara~ent of Pemicide Regular.ion, the prio

mary state agency responsible for regulating pesvdcides in Czlifornia, his pr.oposed cut-
tang its budget and scaling back the pesticide use reporting system. California’s research
and extension programs axe not �ffec’~e at reducing pesticide use.

Policy .Recommendations= Less pesticide use and more
public access to information

It is poor public policy to routindy apply tens of millions of pounds of highly toxic ma-
terials to our food, fiber, soil, air and water. It is Fax safer and cheaper to prevent d~-
sion of toxic materials into the environment. Unforttmately, Calfforaia’s regulatory
agencies are not ~fi~rig their public mission if they function to merely legalize and set
as stanSard-operating-pmcedure ~e increasing use’of toxicpesticides.

It is crucial rdaat California chart a new course--toward ~le agriculture and.
ward improved human and environmental hdilthmby committing to a reduction in the
use of and reliance on pesticides. To accomplish this goal, we recommend the following:.

* improve the public’s right to know about pesticide use
There must be a substantial effort to honor the public’s fight-to-kno~,
about release oftoxi’c materials into the environment and to make these .. .-
data widely available and accessible. California’s Pesticide Use Reporting

System must be made more accurate and more easily accessible to the pub- .. ;. - ..

¯ Launch a statewide effort to reduce pesticide use :
California’s agricultural research and extension services should make a se-
rious commitment to reducing pesticide use and promoting sustainable
agriculture. We recommend that federal and state pest management pro-

grams include as a primary goal reducing the use of and dependence on
pesticides. Programs should be evaluated for their ability to effect reduc-
tions in pesticide use in the real world, not just on re.search plots, and
these reductions should be tracked and quantified using the state’s.pesti-
cide use reporting system. Particular emphasis should be placed on revers-

ing the current trend of increases in the use of the most toxic pesticides.

¯ Keep iha Mill Tax high enough to fund pesticide
regulation
DPR’s budget should not be cut at a time when pesticide use is skyrocket-
ing. Rather, the agency should be spending its funds on efforts to increase
public access to information about pesticide use, and to significantly re-
duce pesticide use. As a wholesale tax on pesticide users, the Mill Tax fairly ..
transfers money from those engage~ in releasing pesticides into the envi- ’
ronment to the agency charged with regulating that use. We recommend ’ "

that, at a minimum, the Mill Tax be set at 22 mils (2.2¢ on each d~llar of . ~ ’ . .
pemidde sales), the rate prevailing during the mid-1990s. :.’ ....
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continued on page 9

Table 3: Summazy of the Reported Use of Toxic Pestiddes in      . " .~..~.

Per~atage of .,: :
Total Pesticide Change i~-tweeff ’

PestiCide Category Use in 1995 199~ and 1~35 ....". "~’

Reported use o~pesdd&s iacmzsed C_.arcinogcas 11% Increased 129%, from 10.2 "
31% froto 1991 to 1995. Particu.hr , co 23.4 million pounds
ca~egori= oEoffidally d~gazced
cox~as ~Jso iacu=u~d, Use ofcza=r- Rcprodu~ve Toxinsl 9% Steady at approximadey 18
c~usiag pes~cides iacr~sed 129%, millio~ pounds per y~ar.
us~ oF U-S. EPA Category II ~erve . ¯
toxias iac~as~d 5~%, and u~ of Endocrine Disruptors ¯ 5 % Steady at approximately I0 .
Resuic~-d Use P~stiddes iacreased, million pounds per year.
34%. Tolgether, the~e roost to:de "..
pesdddes cotoprls~ 34% of the U.S. EPA Category I, 13% Steady at approximat’dy 30
,~.ight of rod r~o,xed pmidde~ acute systemic toxins, " million pounds .per year.
u.~ ;- the stae. labeled by hw with a sloAl

& crossboaes zad the
¯Med~ btxanide is lis~ = a Devdop- words "DANGER/POISON"

memalTm~u (OEHHA 1556) fi~ . .
mua~-Au~sb~f~a~a~ara! U.S. EPA Category II 4% Increased 52%, from 5.6 to
~.~d,u~.Thi~ i**:iemif.u~in&fm- nerv~ toxhas 8.6 ~ll~on pound~

~Lsus~d fo~txxhslmafiom.’Fae~ Restricted Use Pesticides 23% Inc.z~ased 34%, ~mm 36.0
fo~v~h~indadedallusesafme- . ’ ’ .." to 48.2 millign pounds .’"

~a=im. Total of all cazx~ogens, 34% Increased 32%, from 54.65
"M=Vtxsdddmapp~oamo=tha reproductive mxi~, to 71.9"million pounds ¯

~ haz~ zad tmidty list; dz axal endocrine disruptors,

m/yua=,haa=thesumd’~hei~r" nerve tox~ and - ~
cmmg~thepe~dde,:m:go~i, Restricted Use Pestiddes2 ; .....’

¯¯ Total R~ported 100% Inc.veased 31%, fzom’161.1 , ’~..~: "-"" :"
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Pesticides Applied
In~enairy oF Pestick[e Use on ~o Production

S~ L~ Ob~po 1.57 16I loz8

S~ Marco 31.41 201 6.4

S~m B~b~ 37.17 3~86 91.1

;~ C~ 9.88 2~ 24.7

S~ IZ09 289 ~.9

~is~you 5~ .426 .- ~.5

Solo 13.39 1,6~ 124.9

’ ~Sono~ ~.70 3325 80.6

;umer 15.07 3,4~

T~ 14.82 895 ~.4

Trini~ 1.67

Tuolu~e 6.~ 6 1.0

Ventura 51.80 5,553 I07~

Yuba ~4.~ 1,735 70.0



Appendix 2: Total Reported Pesticide
Use by County and Region, 1991 -
1 995 (thousands of pounds active ingredient)

Sacwamento Valley 20,597 22,550 23,671 23,645 24,212
Butte 3,435 3,I78 3,678 - 3,756 3,578

Colusa 1,965 2.210 2,823 2,613 2,957

Gletm 3,034 2,349 2,520 2,736 2,358

Sacramento 2,586 3,181 3,261 2,556 3,91 St
Solano" 1,988 2,057 2,043 2,198 1,825

Sutter 2,626 3,704 3,55.4 3,237 3,556

Tehama 820 842 939 565 953

¥oio 2,698 3,603 3,374 4,839 3,294

Yuba 1,444 1,426 1,478 ¯ I, 145 !,772

San Joaquin Valley 88,313 105,390 123,235 122,118 126,507 :     ¯ "¯ -."
Fresno 23.274 31,753. 40~68 37,65l 40,569 ."

Kern 17,593 19,125 20.838 22,t46 25.898 ’.- -

Kings 4,278 3,927 5,572 5~366 6,T24 ¯~ " "     ..

Madera 7,846 9,585 11,124 10,886 9,647"

Merced 6,809 8,157 8,367 8,667 7,898

San Joaq.u~a 9,851 12,745 12,436 13,009 12,036

Stanislaus 6.253 5,783 7,463 7~5~ 5,7~6

Tulaze 12,410 14015 17,068 17,039 17,938

North Co=st 6,905 7,986 10,684 9,891 I0,132
Del Norse 190 201 229 156 225

Humboldt 41 53 50 69 76

Lake 916 1,280 1,501 388 1,001

Mendocino 1205 1,747 1,659 " 1,780 1,516
Napa 2,134" 2~4~ 3.819 2,888 2,887
Sonoma 2"318 2,359 3~86 4,609 4,027

Bay Area 5,011 10,201 1,591 1,541 1,573
Alameda , 400 51.2 " 404 460 " 528

Cotatra Costa 944 693 686 675 677

MaBn ’ 61 77 :" 89 68 55 ’’’

Sm Ftatx::i~l 3,359 8,544 30 27 31
San Marco 246 375 381 311 281

Cenm’al Coast 11,279 13,734 12,667 14,336 17,796
lVforttcrey 6,959 8,534 8.209 9,195 12,863    ¯ "’"

San Benito ¯ 345 .446 446 613 638 "

San Luis Oblspo 1,637 1,899 1,728 1,829 1,732

Smata Clara 706 786 770 810 807 . : ,’
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